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REMARKS 

Please mnond claims 5, 9, 15. 19, 20 and 22-24 as indicated above to conxjcl 
clerical errors that were mislakcnly introduced ii) the claims by previous claim listings. 
Claims 1-15 and 19-26 remain pending in the application. Reconsidcralion is 
rcspceiriilly requested in light of the following remarks. 

Section 103fa) Relccttoiis : 

The Examiner rejected ' claims 9-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wilson et al. (U.S. Put. 6.671,222) (hereinafter "Wilson") when taken 
in view of Fort (U.S. Pat. 4.320,472). Applicant rcspcclfolly traverses this rcjccl/on for at 
least the following reasons. 

In regard to claim 9, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Wilson in view of l-ort 
does not teach or suggest delecting a seismic event At a seismic rec eiver, convening the 
seismic cvcut Into an analog electrical signal, converting the analog electrical signal inio 
mulliijjo tligittil data i^oints within the recei ver, storing the multiple digital <liUa points 
a:ith.i n the recci yer, awaiting a control signal to transfer a batch of the digita l data pninfg. 
and transforring the IjAtch of the stored digital data points from the receiver to a rcmole 
collection device upon receiving ihe control signal. The Examiner relies upon Wilson to 
teach all the limitations of claim 9 except storing the daia. However, Wilson (alone or in 
oombinalion witli Fort) fails to teach numerous other limitations recited in claim 9 as 
well, For example, Wilson does not teach converting the analog signal into multiple 
digital diUa points within (he r eceiver that d etected the seismic eve nt and sloiTng the 
'""^^'P^P digital data points within (he same receiver . The operation of Wilson's DAU 
referred lo by the Examiner is not relevant because Wilson's DAU is not a seismic 
receiver that delects a seismic event. Instead, Wilson teaches that convenlional 
gcophoncs arc used lo detect the seismic event (sec gcophones 1 lOa-d in FIG. 1 and 
410a-c in I-'fG. 4A). Thus, it is the gcophoncs ( U Oa-d. 4l0a-c) in Wilson that concspond 
lo lire seismic receiver of Applicaiit's claim 1. However, the gcophones in Wilson clearly 
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do not convert an antilog signal into multiple digital dalii points and store tlio niulliplc 
digital dala points. Noi do the gcophoncs in Wilson transmit a hatch of digital dala 
points. 

The H\aminer*s reliance upon Foil is also misplaced. Contrary to the Exaniiner*s 
assertion, Fort does not teach or suggest storing the muUiij le digital data points within a 
seismic receiver that detects a seismic event. To the contrary, Kort explicitly leaches that 
liis geophones only store a sinde digital dala point. The Examiner refers to the digital 
storage unit of Fort's ADC. Itowevcr, l-ort describes liis digital storage unit as storing 
only a single 12-bit value representing the sign and amplitude of a single digital data 
point (Fort - coJ, 7, line 65 - coK 8. Hno 24; Fig. 4). This 12-bit value in Fort is a single 
d;aa point sample (Fort -- col. 9, lines 7-13). Thus, neither Fort nor Wilson describes a 
seismic receiver that stores multiple digital data points from an analog sigjial of a seismic 
event detected at tlie receiver. 

Nor docs the combination of Wilson and Foit teach or suggest transferring a balcji 
of stored digital data points fmnijhc r eceiver that delected the seismic even t to a remote 
collection device upon receiving a conU-ol signal. To the contrary, Fort explicitly stales 
that his gcophonc transmits only a single 12-bit dala point each time it is activated (Fort - 
- col. 9, lines 1-24), Nor does the syslem of Wilson transmit a batch of stored digital dala 
points. As noted nbove, the gcophone receivers in Wilson are conventional gcophoncs 
tlmt do not trunsmit any digital data at all. The "data package" tran.^jmilted by the DAU in 
Wilson is not relevant because Wilson's DAU is not tlie receiver that dctecis the seismic 
event. 

Moreover, the "data package" in Wilson is not described as including a batch of 
digital dala points. A data package does not necessarily include multiple digital dala 
points. As is well known in the art of data commimications, a daU package may consist 
of only a header (address) and a single data value. The term "data package" docs not 
rc<iiiire mnhipic data points lo be included in the package. Nowhere docs Wilson state 
that his data package includes multiple digital data pouits. Thus, neither Wilson nor Fori, 
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alone or in combination, teaches transferring a batch of storcti digital data points from t he 
rcccive;jlliia_cict,cct^^ to a remote collection device upon receiving a 

con(rol signal. 

In regard lo claim 10, Wilson and Fort do not leach or suggest that the control 
signal to Inuwfcr the batch of digital data points is generated Aora another receiver . 
Tlicrc is no such control signal generated by the geophone receivers in either Wilson or 
I'ort. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie rejectioji ofthis claim. 

hi rcganl to claim 11, Wilson and Fort do not teach or suggest that ihc conlrol 
signal lo iraiisfcr the batch of digital dala points is generated from wiihin (h e samg 
j-ccciver that doteclcd the seismic event and stored the multiple digital data points. There 
is no such cojitrol signal generated within any tlic geophone receiver of cither Wilson or 
Fori. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie rejection ofthis claim. 

In regard to claim 13, Wilson and Fort do not leach or suggest amplirying the 
analog electrical signal, There is no menlion at all in either Wilson or Fort of amplifying 
the anntog signal of the seismic event. Accordingly, the Examiner lias failed to state a 
prima facie rejection of this claim. 

In regard lo claim 14, Wilson and l''ort do not teach or suggest thrtt the batch 
Iransfcrring is accomplished at least in p^irt with a conlrol circuitry located wiihin a 
casing of the seismic receiver. The Examiner made no al tempt to explain how the 
limiiations of claim 14 are taught by the cited art. As notetl above, the geophone 
receivers of Wilson and Port do not transfer a batch of stored data points and thus do not 
include any conlrol circuitry within their casings for batch transferring. Accordingly, the 
Examiner lias failed lo state a;7w/»o facie rejection ofthis claim. 

In rcgaril to independent claim 15, Wilson and Fort do not teach or suggest 
dcieniiinlng a digital signal indicative of seismic energy within the seismic receiver that 
collects Ihc seismic energy, storing muUiplo digital data points of the digital signal in the 
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receiver, and Iransmilling a butch of the stored digital data points of the digital signal 
IVom the roccivcr to a collection device. The arguments discussed above in regard lo 
independent claim 9 also apply to independent claim 1 5. 

In further regard to independent claim 15. the cited art does not teach or suggest 
that the step of triinsmitling is performed in response lo a signal from another vcerivt^r 
The nxamincr made no attempt to explain how this limitation of claim 15 is taught by the 
cited art. There is no such signal generated by another geophonc receiver in cither 
Wilson or Fort. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie rejection of 
independent claim 15. 



The Examiner rejected claims 1-8. 22 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fort when taken in view of Wilson. Applicant respectfully traverses 
this rejection for at least the following reasons. 

in rogin-d to claim 1, the cited art docs not leach or siiggcst a seismic receiver 
comprising: a casing; a seismic energy detector that detects llic seismic energy and 
converts the detected seismic energy into an analog electrical signal; an analog to digital 
converter, coupled to the seismic energy detector, that converts the analog electrical 
signal into multiple digital data points, wherein the receiver is configured to store (he 
nuiltipic digital data points; and a digital signal transmission circuitry, coupled to the 
analog to digital converter, that transmits a batch of the stored digital data points to the 
da(a recorder; wherein the seismic energy detector, the digital transmission circuitry, and 
the analog to digital converter are housed widiin the casing. As discussed above in 
regard to claim 9, the goophone receiver of Fort docs not store multiple digital daUi point, 
nor docs it transfer a batch of digital data points. Nor docs Wilson, alone or in 
combinaiion with Fort, teach or suggest these features. Please refer to the discussion of 
claim 9 above for further explanation of the shortcomings of Fort and Wilson in regard to 
these limitations. These arguments also apply in regard to independent claims 22 and 23. 
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In regard to claim 3. the cited art docs not teach or suggcsl an amplifier, coupled 
10 the analog to digital converter, that amplifies the analog sifiiial. llicre is no mention at 
all in cilhcr Wilson or Fort of such an amplifier. Accordingly, the Rxaininer has failed to 
state t\. prima facie rejection of this claim. 

In regard to claim 4, the cited art does not teach or suggest control circuitry thai 
controls the ampliner. Tlio Examiner made no attempt to explain how this limitation of 
claim 4 is taught by the cited art. There is no such control circuitry in cither Wilson or 
Port. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to slate fnprima facie rejection of this claim. 

Jn rcgfird to claim 6, the cited art docs not teach or suggest control circuitry that 
provides clock signals to the analog to digital converter. The Examiner made no attempt 
to explain how this limiialion of claim 6 is taught by the cited art. There is no such 
conlrol circuitry in cither Wilson or Fort. In fact, the ADC in Fort specifically docs not 
utilize a clock .signal. Iiustead, a counter in Fort's ADC is driven by the DGP .signal from 
a pulse width modular according to the amplitude of llie received seismic wave (Fort ^- 
Pig. 2; col. 7, lines 34-53). Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to state -a prima facie 
rejection of this claim, 

In regard to claim 8, the cited art docs not teach or suggest that the digital 
transmission circuitry and the analog to digital converter arc embodied on a printed 
circuit board (PCB) in the casing. There is no mention in cither Wilson or Port of such a 
printed circuit board embodying digital transmission circuitry and an analog to digital 
converter within tlic casing of a seismic receiver. Accordingly, the Examiner has failctl 
to state apHmafacie rejection of this claim. 



The Hxamincr rejected claims 19-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fort in view of Wilson as iqjplicd to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Orban ct a!. (U.S. Pal. 6.353,577) (hcreinaflcr "Orban"). Applicant respectfully 
traverses this rejection for at least the following reasons. 
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In reijnrd lo jmlcpcndenl claims 19 and 22, the cited art fails to teach or siiggcsl 
nil the limitations of these claims for at least ihc reasons notod above in regard lo claims 
1 iiiid 9. Orban does not overcome any of the deficiencies of Fort and Wilson noted 
above in regard to the independent claims. 

In ixjgard to claim 21, the cited art docs not teach or suggest that ,thc board can be 
folded on itself without breaking the electrical connections contained thereon. The PCB 
in Orban is not described as capable of being folded on itself without breaking ihe 
electrical connections contained thereon. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed lo slate a 
primti facie rejection of this claim. 



AIJowccI Chiims ! 

Claims 24-26 arc allowed. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants subiiiil the application is ia condition for allowance, and prompt notice 
to thiit effect is rcspcctfii I ly requested. 

If any fees iixc due, the Commissioner is auihorized to charge said fees lo 
Meycilon.s, Hood, Kivlln, Kowcrt, & Goclzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 501505/5932- 
OOIOO/JICK. 

Also enclosed herewith are the following items: 
□ Uctiini Receipt Postcard 
LJ Petition for Rxtcnsion of Tim© 
CI Notice of Change of Address 
n Other: 



Mcycrton.s, Hood, Kivliu, Kowcrt, & Goctzel. P.C 

P.O. Box 398 

Austin, TX 78767-039S 

Phone: (512) 853-8850 

Dale: Ja nuary 2 6 . 2006 
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Respectfully submitted, 




Robert C. Kowcrt 
Reg. No. 39,255 

ATl'ORNRY FOR APPLICANT(S) 



